ARETE Revista de Filosofia
v. XXXIV, Numero extraordinario, 2022
pp. 7-19

Communication and Kinship.
On “Koinonia” and “Syngeneia”’ in Plato’s Dialogues

Carlo Delle Donne

La Sapienza-Universita di Roma/ Istituto Italiano per gli Studi Filosofici, Italy

carlo.delledonne@uniromal.it
https://orcid.org/ 0000-0002-3146-3759

Resumen: El propésito de este articulo es esclarecer las multiples funciones de la
nocion de koinénia en los dialogos de Platon. Koindonia y su ausencia caracterizan
la realidad como un todo: tanto las entidades inteligibles como sensibles o se
“comunican” o no se “comunican” (koinénein); por tanto, reconstruir la red de las
relaciones de koindnia equivale a poner en practica la dialéctica. Hasta ahi todo
esta bien. Pero un analisis que apunte a esclarecer el papel de la koinonia no puede
dejar de considerar la syngéneia. La razon de este hecho radica en la relacion
esencial que vincula a koinonia y syngéneia, siendo esta ultima la condicion de
posibilidad de la primera.
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Abstract: The purpose of this paper is to shed light on the multiple functions of the
notion of koinénia in Plato’s dialogues. Koinénia and its absence characterize reality
as a whole: both the intelligible and the sensible entities either “communicate” or
do not “communicate” (koinonein); therefore, reconstructing the net of koinoénia-
relationships amounts to putting dialectics into practice. So far so good. But an
analysis which aims at clarifying the role played by koinonia cannot but take also
syngeneia into account. The reason for this fact lies in the essential link which
binds koinonia and syngeneia, with the latter being the condition of possibility
of the former.
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Carlo Delle Donne

Koinénia is a multifaceted notion in Plato’s dialogues. The term covers
a wide range of meanings and it is employed in very different contexts, as the
list below shows.

(1) It may mean “association” (R. 333b7, 343d6; Lg. 632b4, 861e2), also
in the sense of “partnership”, “friendship”, “alliance” (Lg. 695d3, 773d3; Criti.
119c¢5; Smp. 182c3!, 209c¢52); not by chance, the term is sometimes coupled
with philia (Lg. 695d3; Smp. 182c3, 209c5; see also Grg. 507e5, 61w d¢ un) vt
Kowwvia, @Aia ovk av ein, and 508al?, where nonetheless the meaning of
koinénia is different: see (12) below). Also, the verb kowwvéw can bear this
meaning (Plt. 304al).

(2) Broadly speaking, it may mean “community” (Lg. 921c4 (in a markedly
political sense), 639cl, 639c6; Pit. 276b7; R. 466d7), also in the sense of
“meeting occasion” (Lg. 639d2, 640a4, 783b6, 796a3, 834d5 and 833d3, where
the term means “competition”, 881el; R. 556¢8), or even “common condition”,
“common life style” (R. 466¢5, see also the employment of kowevéw in these
pages; Lg. 805d7).

(3) Generically speaking, it may refer to a form of “communication”, or
“compatibility”, between abstract concepts (R. 402e3, between temperance and
excessive pleasure; Plt. 283d8%; perhaps also Prm. 166a25).

(4) It is used with regard to the “joint-ownership” of wives and children
(R. 449c8, 449d4, 450c1, 461e5, 46429, 464b6). This meaning is typical of,
and limited to, the Republic.

(5) It refers to a “common perceiving” (R. 462b4, 464a6).

(6) It refers to the “communion” of soul and body (R. 462c10, 611b11;
Lg. 969b7, where the “communion” at issue is the one that existing between

Loovde PLAiag loxvoAs Kal Kowwviag.

@ote MOAL pellw Kowwviav TG TV Taidwv mEog aAAnAouvg ot towovTol ioxovoL Kal @Aiav
BePatotégarv.

¥ Kad obavov kai YRV kai 0eodg Kai avOQMOTOLG THY Kowwviay cuvéxewy kai @uliav kai koopdtta
KAl OWEPQOTUVNV KAl dIKALOTTA.

KATA TNV OGS AAANAQ pey£00Ug Kal ORIKQOTNTOS KOWVWViay.

TAAAQX TV U1 OVTWV 0LOEVL OVIAUT) OLIAUWS OLdEUIAV KOVWVIAY ExeL.
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head and intellect, 828d4; Phd. 65a29). In this sense, see also the employment
of kowvwvog at Phd. 65b1 and of kowvwvéw at Phd. 66a6 (and elsewhere).

(7) It is employed with reference to the participation-relationship (7a)
between sensible objects and ideas (Phd. 100d67; R. 476a78) and (7b) between
the ideas themselves, or the uéyiota yévn themselves (Sph. 250b9, 251e8,
254c5, 256b2, 257299, 260e3, 260e5, 264e219; see also the employment of
kowwvéw and émuklovwvéw!! in the same dialogue). As is evident, the latter
meaning is absolutely preeminent in the Sophist, where it becomes nearly
“technical”.

(8) It may refer to the “mutual relationship” among some specific
disciplines (R. 531c10, where it is coupled with ovyyévewa; Lg. 967e212).

(9) It may allude to sexual relationships and marriage (Lg. 636¢313,
721a4, 771el, 772d7, 773a4, 773c). As is evident, this meaning is exclusively
attested in the Laws.

(10) Hardly ever does it refer to the partaking of a common “lineage” (Lg.
729c5)14.

(11) It may refer to a sort of “horizontal communication” among sensible
objects, which therefore represent a “whole”, or “set” (Plt. 285b115; see also
[17] below).

(12) It can be employed with reference to the “vertical” communion
between human beings and deities (Smp. 188c116; Grg. 5075, 508al).

(13) It may refer to the particular kind of “dialogic communion” which
is founded on logos (R. 371b6; La. 180a5'7, 197e718). In this very sense, see

ATOAVWV OTL HAALOTA TNV PUXTV ATO TG TOL OWHATOG KOWVWVIAG.
1] €KEVOL TOD KAAOL &lTe MAQOLTIX €lte KOWwVIA elte O O KAl 6Tws TEOTYevouévn.
avTO HEV &V EKaOTOV elvat, T d& TV TOALEWV KAl CWHATWY Kot AAANAWVY KOWV@VIX TavTayon
pavTalopeva moAAa patveoOat ékaotov.
£xet kowwviav aAARA0LS 1) TV Yevav QUOIS.
mopeVeoHaL kAT TOUTTL de&Ld el HEQOG TOV TUNOEVTOG, €XOLLEVOL TG TOL 0O0PLOTOL Kowvwviag. The
term is employed in relation to the method of division.
"' This verb is quite rare in the dialogues. See Grg. 464c1-2: émMKOWWVOLOL HéV 1) AAARAQLS, dte
TEQL TO AVTO 0VOAL, EKATEQAL TOVTWY, 1] TE LATOIKT TI) YUUVAOTIKY Kal 1] dikatoovvn) 1) vopoOeTikn);
see also Cra. 394c2.
12 14 te ko TIV HODOAYV TOUTOLS THS KOWwViag ouvOeaocApevos.
M) OnAeia kol T) TOV AEEEVWV PUOEL EIG KOWVWVIAV L0VOT) TG YEVVIOEWC.
Syngeneia has the same meaning in its semantically “weak” employment.
Otav pEV TV TV MTOAAQV TS TEOTEQOV aioONTaL KoWwviav.
1 mept Oeovc te kal avOEWTOLG TEOS AAANAOLE KOWVWVIA.
TEQL TNG KOWVWVIAG Aéyelv OTOIOV TL TTomjoeTe.
ur) pévtoL olov He apnoely og TG Kowviag tov Adyov.
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also the employment of kowvwvog at Ti. 20d4 and kowwvéw at Cra. 434b9 (and
elsewhere).

(14) In some specific contexts, the term refers to the “mixture” of flavours
(Ti. 60d8, 61c3), or of different “species” of fire (Ti. 46a5'9); see also Phlb. 25e72°,

(15) It may mean “usage” (Hp. Mi. 374e32'; Lg. 805a2).

(16) Generically speaking, it may amount to “sharing”, or “taking part in”
(Lg. 694b6 with philia, 844d4; Sph. 252b9; Prm. 152a22?). The same meaning
also arises from the verb kowwvéw (see e.g. Sph. 248all).

(17) Broadly speaking (once more), it can mean simply “set”, or “whole”
(Ti. 87e2).

The purpose of this paper is to make the case for a theoretically strong
connection between koindnia and syngeneia/oikeiotés?*®. As the list above
shows, there is only one passage where these words are coupled; but were such
connection to be proved somehow relevant in one case, it would be legitimate
to scrutinize if each philosophical?* employment of koinénia entails, ipso facto,
some form of syngeneia or oikeiotés. As a result, syngeneia and oikeiotés will
turn out to represent the condition of possibility for koinonia to take place.

1L

The only text where koinonia, syngeneia and oikeiotés appear together
comes from the Republic (531c9-d4). It deals with the disciplines in which
future philosophers are expected to be trained: (T'1) “And what is more,” I said,
“I take it that if the investigation of all these studies goes far enough to bring
out their community and kinship with one another, and to infer their affinities,
then to busy ourselves with them contributes to our desired end, and the labor
taken is not lost; but otherwise it is vain” (Olpat d¢ ye, v 8’ €yw, kat 1) tovTV
TAVTWV WV DLEANAVOapeV HEO0dOG, €av HeV EmL TV AAANAWYV KovwViay dgpikntat

19 Sure, this “combination”, or “communication”, is made possible by their common belonging to
the same “genre” (fire), their syngeneia.

% Aga 0VK £V pév véooLs 1) TovTwv 00T Kowwvia TV DyLelag pUoLY Eyévvnoey;
1 99y dvav motéQwv BeAtiov 1) Kowvwvia.

TO é0TAL PHETA TOL HEAAOVTOG 0VTIAG E0TL KOWVWVIAL.

The two concepts are nearly equivalent: see Palumbo, L., “La Philia come Syngéneia in Platone
e nella tradizione platonica (o dell'invisibile amicizia tra i Philoi)”, in: F. Rey Puente (ed.), Philia/
amicitia na Antiguidade, Recife: Even3, 2018, pp. 5-6; Delle Donne, C., “On the trail of Plato’s
ouyyévela”, Antiquorum Philosophia, forthcoming, 2022; and also Def. 413b7: Oikeldtng tav 0L
Yévoug kowwvia.

** I take to be philosophically relevant (1), (2), (3), (4), (6), (7), (8), (11), (12), (13).

22
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Kat ovyyévelav, Kat CVAAOYLoOT TabTa 1] €0TIV AAATAOLS OlKELR, PEQELY TLAVTAV €1G
& BovAdpeDa TV mEayHaTeiay Kol 00Kk avovnta moveloOat, el & ur, avovnta)?s.

What can be inferred from this passage, when it comes to the relationship
between the three notions here at issue? On the face of it, nothing unfortunately.
We are only told that there is some connection between syngeneia, koinonia
and also oikeiotés (as the adjective oikeios suggests). Nonetheless, as for
the precise nature of this relationship, Plato leaves us with no clues. But it
cannot be a mere coincidence that these three words are matched in such an
argumentatively crucial passage of the dialogue. As I have sketched out above
(I), the hypothesis that will be substantiated hereafter is that koinénia can take
place only if there is some form of syngeneia, or oikeiotés, among the members
to be involved in the koinoénia itself. In other words, koindnia entails syngeneia
and oikeiotés as its necessary conditions.

A reassessment of the meanings listed above is now in order. Let’s start
with (1). Philia, which is a form of koinénia, is likely to require oikeiotés to
occur. This can be inferred from the Lysis (221e), for example, where we read:
TOV OlKELOL 01, (G €otkeV, 6 Te €0we? Kal 1) PAla kal 1) émbvpia Tuyxdvel ovoa, g
patvetal, @ MevéEevé te kat Avol?”. The same idea can be derived also from the
Menexenus (243e4-244a3), where, with regard to 1) 1@ 6vtLovyyévew, it is said
that @uliav BéBatov kat OpdPLAOY 00 AdYw AAA” oy mapexopévn. Last but not
least, this very conception is clearly stated also at Grg. 507e5: 6t d¢ un évt
Kkowvwvia, @Aio ovk v eln).

Also, a “political community” (2) requires, broadly speaking, some form of
syngeneia among its members, as the Stranger of Elea —for example — puts it in
the Statesman. As a matter of fact, perceptual ouyyévela is the natural datum
which brings about any immediate interhuman “association” (koinénia); thus,
moderate people only tend to gather with equally moderate people, whereas
courageous people are likely to be attracted only by analogously courageous
people. But this situation only paves the way to disruption —to dreadful otaceig?s.
Therefore, it falls upon the politician to make use of both “divine” and “human

% The translation is taken from Shorey, P., Plato. The Republic, Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, v. II, 1942.

% See also R. 485c: 00 HOVOV Ye, O QIAg, €iicdg, GAAX KAl TROX AVAYKT] TOV £QWTIKAS TOL QUTEL EXOVTa
TV TO OUYYEVES TE KAL OIKELOV TV TIAIKWOV AYATIAV.

27 On Plato’s commitment to this assumption, see Reale, G. (ed.), Platone, Liside, Milan: Bompiani,
2015, pp. 58-60.

* Pit. 307d1-4: katd YaQ olat TV abT@V EKATEQOIS TUYYEVELAY TA HEV EMAVODVTES (G Olkela
OPETEQX, T OE TV dDaPOowV PEYovTeS WS AAAOTOL, TTOAATV eic éxOoav AAANAoLS kal TMoAA@WY TéQL
kablotavtat.
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bonds” in order to artificially create “politically correct” kinship-relationships
across the citizenship. In particular, the “divine bond”, which amounts to tv
TV KAA@V KAl dikalwv TEQL kal Ayabwv kal TV ToUTOLS EVavTiwv OVIwS ooV
aANOn d6Eav peta BePawdoews, depends on a specific kind of “kinship” across
the citizenship —namely, their sharing 1o &eryevec ov g PuxIg avT@V HéQoC.
This is an essential and profound kind of syngeneia, unlike the perceptual
one sketched out above?®. But also, the “human bonds” deal with syngeneia,
inasmuch as they aim to harmonise different forms of virtue by means of twv
ETUYA LWV KAL TadWV KOWVWVNOEwV Kal TV 1tegl Tag dilag ¢kddoels kal ydpovg,
thereby bringing about a more heterogeneous (and artificial) net of kinship-
relationships across the citizenship. As a result, the koinonia of the polis is
strong and balanced.

Moreover, the necessity to share wives and children (4) is likely to depend
on syngeneia. The city must be united, since stasis is lethal to its life. In the
Republic, the privileged means to reach such a purpose seems to be provided
by some “unifying” myths, like that of the “Noble Lie”3°. This kind of tale told by
the philosopher-politicians aims to persuade people of their original “kinship”
(&te o0V ovYyYyevels Ovtec mavteg), which lies behind their social and intellectual
differences. This fundamental fact urges them to safeguard their unity as a
mOAG at any cost. Therefore, their being all “akin” to one another cannot but
result into the “communion” of wives and children, thereby neutralizing the
risk of egoism and corruption.

(6) is a revealing case study. Actually, soul and body are anything but
“akin”, or “cognate”; nevertheless, they are often said to hold a koinonia. But

2 pit. 301e2-7; with Aronadio, F., “Plat. pol. 306-310: il ruolo della syngéneia”, in: Elenchos, v.
XXVI, 1 (2005), pp. 131, n. 21, and Palumbo, L., “La Philia come Syngéneia in Platone e nella
tradizione platonica (o dell’invisibile amicizia tra i Philoi)”, 2018, p. 5.

30 Betegh, G., “The Myth and What it Achieves: 268d5-277¢c6”, in: Dimas, P., Lane, M., Sauvé-
Meyer, S. (eds.), Plato’s Statesman, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2021, 26ff. See R. 415a: ¢ot¢
UEV YAQ O TMAVTEG Ol €V T1) TOAEL ADEAPOL... ATE OVV TLUYYEVEIS OVTEG TTAVTES TO HEV TTOAD OHOIOVE AV
Ouv avtolg yevvte. On this myth, see Centrone, B., “Fra poesia e storia: I'istruzione mitica dei
metalli nella Repubblica (414b8-415d5)”, in: Tulli, M. (ed.), Graziano Arrighetti e la produzione
letteraria dei Greci, Rome: Fabrizio Serra Editore, 2020, pp. 89-100. In light of this natural
kinship of the citizens, it is crucial for a city not to let the seed of inner discord (otao1c) take root;
as a matter of fact, the notion of ouyyéveta is crucial precisely to define the concept of otaoig: see
470b, womep kal ovoualeTat dVO TAVTA OVOUATA, TIOAEHOG Te KAl OTAOLS, 0UTw Kal eival dvo, dvia
£7TL DLOLV TLVOLV dAPOQALY. Aéyw ¢ T dVO TO [éV olkelov Kal ovyyevéc... Emi uév oDV Th) TOL oikeiov
£x0oa otdoic kékAntal. Actually, in the Republic such political reading of cuyyéveia happens to be
significantly extended in another famous passage (470c2): there, Greeks in general are described
as naturally ocvyyeveis. As a consequence, were a war to be inevitable for some reason, it should
be directed against non-Greek peoples. See Gastaldi, S., “La guerra della kallipolis”, in: M. Vegetti
(ed.), Platone, La Repubblica, Naples: Bibliopolis, v. IV, 2000, p. 307ff.
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there is no real koinénia between soul and body. This relationship damages
the soul, which is forced to transmigrate from one body to the other. Their
coexistence is as unpleasant as temporary. And the reason why this koinonia
is fragile resides in the thorough heterogeneity between soul and body, which
do not have anything in common. They lack any form of oikeiotés or syngeneia.
Therefore, they cannot form part of a strong koinonia.

(7a) is a problematic case. To the best of my knowledge, there is no
Platonic passage where some kind of syngeneia or oikeiotés is said to link
sensible objects with ideas. There are two possible solutions to this aporia, to
my mind. The first one runs as follows. To the extent that all of the “tokens”, so
to speak, of a certain “type” share that very “type” (genos), which amounts to
the correspondent intelligible form, it is legitimate to maintain that the “tokens”
and the “type” are somehow “akin” (syngeneis: i.e. they share the same genos).
Sure enough, this willingness to equate intelligible and sensible entities may
lead to the notorious “Third Man Argument”.

If this hypothesis falls short of the truth, another option would still be
left on the table. Both of the occurrences of the term can be philosophically
undermined. The employment of koinonia in the Phaedo (100d6)3! occurs in
a context where several terms are tested, in order to efficaciously express the
participation-relationship. Hence, koinonia might be nothing but an unfortunate
linguistic attempt, which is echoed only in one passage from the (presumably
contemporary) Republic (476a7)32.

(7b) is the most remarkable case. Syngeneia is pervasive across the
intelligible world. It grants the latter with strong ontological homogeneity. And
what is most important, this fact amounts to the notorious Kowwvia t@v eldOV33,
which is a pivotal issue in Plato’s philosophy. Both cvyyévewa and kowwvia t@v
eldawv are the condition of possibility of dialectic and philosophy. For, were the
€ldn not to be ovyyeveig, there wouldn’t be any “communication”, kowwvia,

1 1 éxelvou 0D KaoD eite TMagovTia gite KowWVia eite G O Kat TS TTTEOTYEVOEVT).

7 adto pdv Ev ékaotov elvar, T ¢ TOV TRALEWY Kal COUATWY Kal GAARAWY Kowwvia TTavTayod
pavtalopeva moAAx patvecOal ékaotov. Actually, in this passage koinénia refers both to the
participation-relationship between intelligible and sensible entities, and to mutual relationships
across the ideal world itself. My idea is that Plato might have condensed two terms into one,
koinénia, for the sake of simplicity.

% Fronterotta, F. (ed.), Platone, Sofista, Milan: Mondadori, 2007, p. 256, n. 59. For the connection
between ovyyévewnr and kowwvia, see Palumbo, L., “La Philia come Syngeneia in Platone e nella
tradizione platonica (o dellinvisibile amicizia tra i Philoi)”, 2018, pp. 5-6.
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among them; and were kowwvia T@v eid@v not to take place, no Adyog and no
philosophy would be possible at all3+.

As a mere speculation, one might venture to identify the causal factor
responsible for this ovyyévewx with the uéyiwotov yévog of “being” (6v)35. For
anything to “be”, an analogous “potentiality to be acted upon or to act” (Sph.
248c5, 1) tov MAoXEW 1) doav... dvvapls) is requireds®; but in the intelligible
realm, to act and to be acted upon amount to “communicating” (kowvwvetv) and
“being communicated” (kowwveloBai)’?; and communication and absence of
communication entail kowvwvia t@v eldwv. As a consequence, to the extent that
any Form “is”, (1) it participates in “being”, and consequently (2) it turns out to
be able to hold, or not to hold, relationships with any other Form. Therefore,
“being” grants the intelligible living being with an all-pervasive inner cohesion
and with the possibility of koinonia.

(8) has been already discussed above. I would like to add only a few
remarks here. Inter-eidetic ovyyévewx (see (7) above) entails the mutual
oixeldtg of those disciplines which form part of the philosophical training of
the philosopher-kings in the Republic (537b7-c3)%%. Their ovyyévewn results
from a functional analogy typical of those sciences. All of them are capable of
“reorientating” (see petaoTEeMTIKWY £TTL TNV TOL Ovtog Oéav, 525a2) the soul

3% Sph. 2594 ff., with Centrone, B. (ed.), Platon, Sofista, Turin: Einaudi, 2008, pp. 213-214,
n. 144.

% This notion is anything but uncontroversial: see at least Frede, M., Prddikation und
Existenzaussage. Platons Gebrauch von ,...ist...“ und ,...ist nicht...“ im Sophistes, Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1967.

% See Sph. 247d8-e4: Aéyw di) TO Kai OTOWVODV TIVAL KEKTNUEVOV DOVALY €T &g TO TOLEDV ETEQOV
OTIODV TeQUKOC €T’ €16 TO Mabelv kAl CUIKEOTATOV VTIO TOL PAVAOTATOV, KAV €L UOVOV €1G ATAE, TTAV
TOUTO OVTWG eivat: Tibepat yop 60ov 6piletv & Ovta ws €0ty ovK dAA0 Tt TAT|V dVvaps. This peculiar
characteristic would function as a conceptual similarity, which is symptomatic of some form of
kinship of whatever “is”: see (B) above. In any case, I agree with Fronterotta (2007a) when it comes
to the effective validity of this sort of definition of being. Cf. Fronterotta, F., “La notion de duvapig
dans le Sophiste de Platon: kowwvia entre les formes et péfe&ic du sensible a lintelligible”, in:
Crubellier, M., Jaulin, A., Lefebvre, D. (eds.), DUNAMIS. Autour de la puissance chez Aristote,
Leuven: Peeters, 2007a, pp. 188-207. Nonetheless, I still tend to believe that the expression to
navteAws Ov is intensive, even though it is highly ambiguous, and it seems to take on both an
intensive and an extensive meaning: see Centrone, B. (ed.), Platon, Sofista, 2008, p. XXXIX.

%7 Another form of dynamism is the one regarding knowing and being known: see Centrone, B.
(ed.), Platon, Sofista, 2008, pp. XXXVII-XXXVIII.

38 According to Szlezak (2007), also in the expression &te Yo ¢ @UOEWS ATAONS CUYYEVOUG 0VOTG
(Men. 81c9-d1) there might be an allusion to the kinship of the mathematical disciplines, which
should be synoptically comprehended in their fundamental unity by the real philosopher. See
Szlezak, T., “ate ya ¢ @UOEWS Amaong ovyyevous ovong (Men 81c9-d11). Die Implikationen der
Verwandtschaft der gesamten Natur”, in: Erler, M., Brisson, L. (eds.), Gorgias-Menon. Selected
Papers from the Seventh Symposium Platonicum, Baden: Academia Verlag, 2007, p. 342.
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towards the intelligible, thus “waking noesis up” (¢yeotika g vorjoews, 524d5)%.
Moreover, also 1] To0 6vTog @UoLs and ta padrjpata exhibit a form of oikedtng:
and it is the philosopher who should “synoptically” (eic cvvopwv) comprehend
this network of onto-epistemological kinship-relationships. More precisely, a
set of ontological relationships (the framework of 1) To0 6vtog @vo1g) entails (and
is perfectly mirrored by) a set of epistemological kinship-relations across the
correspondent disciplines#°. Hence, as a result of their “kinship”, these sciences
exhibit a disciplinary koinénia.

(11)#* is perfectly in tune with the analysis conducted so far. Apart from
the Menon, where the expression dte yao g @UOEWS ATACTG TLYYEVODS 0VONG
is anything but perspicuous*?, a form of empirical and horizontal syngeneia,
which results into koinonia, is well attested also in the Statesman, for example

39 Aronadio, F., Procedure di verita in Platone (Menone, Cratilo, Repubblica), Naples: Bibliopolis,
2002, p. 234.

40 Aronadio, F., Procedure di verita in Platone (Menone, Cratilo, Repubblica), 2002, pp. 235-236. See
also Palumbo, L., “La Philia come Syngéneia in Platone e nella tradizione platonica (o dell’invisibile
amicizia tra i Philoi)”, 2018, p. 12. See also R. 531d1.

*! Even though (10) is not philosophically remarkable, this employment entails that koinénia is a
synonym of syngeneia.

** See Brisson (2007): “Ou bien on considére ¢ @ioews dmAong cLYyevoDg obong comme Un
segment indépendant, a la facon de Burnet qui imprime une virgule aprés ovonc, et que l'on
coordonne a l'aide du kat a pepadnrviag g puxne dnavta. On obtient alors la traduction suivante:
‘En effet, dans la mesure ot dans la nature toutes choses sont apparentées et dans la mesure
ou l'ame a pris connaissance de toutes choses.’ C’est la une construction et une traduction trés
fréquentes. Du point de vue de la grammaire, rien ne s’oppose a cette construction et a cette
traduction; mais on ne voit pas bien ce que peut signifier ‘dans la mesure ou dans la nature toutes
choses sont apparentées’, car c’est 1a une affirmation trop générale et donc banale. En revanche,
les choses deviennent bien plus claires si 'on consideére que g Ppuxnc est le sujet logique a la
fois des verbes ovong kai pepabnkviac”. Cf. Brisson, L., “La réminiscence dans le Ménon (81c5-
d5)”, in: Erler, M., Brisson, L. (eds.), Gorgias-Menon. Selected Papers from the Seventh Symposium
Platonicum, Baden: Academia Verlag, 2007, pp. 201-202. Honestly, I do not find the first reading
excessively “generic and banal”. It can be traced back also to the Pythagoric literature, and it
seems to conceal the reason why it is possible that &év uévov avauvnobévta... t@AAa mava...
avevgelv: in light of the universal kinship which thoroughly permeates nature, everything is
related to anything else (in Pythagoric terms, this is true to the extent that souls transmigrate
from one being to the other). Hence, intellectually speaking, it is possible to move from one thing
to any other. See Palumbo, L., “La Philia come Syngéneia in Platone e nella tradizione platonica (o
dell'invisibile amicizia tra i Philoi)”, 2018, p. 11. This universal interrelation of the whole nature,
which is ontologically homogeneous, is the possibility condition of a universal avapvnois (and
hence knowledge). At this point of the text, a non-philosophical avauvnoic seems to be evocated
by priests and priestesses. See Tigner, S. S., “On the “kinship” of “all nature” in Plato’s Meno”,
in: Phronesis, v. XV, 1, (1970), p. 3; but according to Scott (2005) this kinship is a philosophical
concept which is valid to Plato as well: it is a logical notion which regards propositions of
knowledge.

Cf. Scott, D., Plato’s Meno, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005, p. 97. See also
Ferrari, F., “Anamnesis e syngéneia: a proposito di Menone, 81c-d”, in: The Internet Journal of the
International Plato Society, v. XX (2020), pp. 202-203, n. 16.
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(see (2) above). There, people instantiating the same “part” of the “whole” virtue*
are mutually linked by means of immediate kinship-relationships (307d1-4):
(T2) “For men who are akin to each class, I imagine, praise some qualities as
their own and find fault with those of their opposites as alien to themselves,
and thus great enmity arises between them on many grounds” (katd y&o olpat
TV AUTOV EKATEQOLS CUYYEVELAV TA HEV ETIALVOUVTEG (WG OUKELX TPETEQQ, TA DE TV
dlOowVv Péyovtes ws AAAGTOL, TTOAANV elg €XO0av dAANAOLS Kal TOAA@Y TtépL
KkaOlotavtay*s.

Also (12) requires syngeneia as its condition of possibility. The “kinship”
between human beings and the divine is well attested in the dialogues*s,
provided that “divine” is taken to refer to the intelligible. In this sense, there
are several passages where this “vertical kinship” is put forward: (T3) “And
we must note the things of which it has apprehensions, and the associations
for which it yearns, as being itself akin to the divine and the immortal and
to eternal being, and so consider what it might be if it followed the gleam
unreservedly and were raised by this impulse out of the depths of this sea in
which it is now sunk, and were cleansed and scraped free of the rocks and
barnacles which, because it now feasts on earth, cling to it in wild profusion
of earthy and stony accretion by reason of these feastings that are accounted
happy” (kat (scil. d€l) évvoetv v amntetar (scil. 1) Puxn) kat olwv épietal OUALDY,
WG aVYYevns ovoa T Te Oelw kal dfavatw Kal T del OvTL, Kal ola &v YEVOLTO TQ
TOLOVTW MACK ETUCTIOUEVT] KAL UTIO TAUTNG TG OQUNG kKoo eion €K TOD TOVTOL
€V @ VOV €0TLV, Kal Tepukeovadeioa TéToag e Kat 00Toeat & VOV avTh), &te YNV
E0TIWHEVT), YENOX KAL TTETOWON TIOAAX KAl &Y TTeQLTéPUKEV DTTO TV EVDXIUOVWV
Agyopévwy éotidoewv) (R. 611el-612a3)%.

Such kind of ovyyévewn is of pivotal importance for several reasons. First
of all, this vertical and asymmetric ovyyévewx grants the upper dimension of
reality (the intelligible) and the lower one (human nous) with some form of

** On this issue, see Centrone, B., “La virtd platonica come holon: dalle Leggi al Protagora”, in:
Migliori, M., Valditara, L. N. (eds.), Plato Ethicus. La filosofia é vita, Brescia: Morcelliana, 2008b,
pp. 97-113.

* The translation is taken from Fowler, H. N., Plato. The Statesman. Philebus. Ion, 1975.

* That we are somehow akin to the divine was not a theoretical novelty in Plato’s time: see
Protagoras’ account in the Prt. 322a, but see also Criti. 120e2, though in a mythical context. My
idea is that this is another example of Platonic reappraisal of a traditional issue, which ends up
being profoundly complexified, thus acquiring a new meaning, once “Platonized”.

* See also R. 487a5, 490b4, 494d10; Phd. 79d1-7, 79d1, 84a2-b3, 86b2. The translation is taken
from Shorey, P., Plato. The Republic, 1942.

ARETE Revista de Filosofia, v. XXXIV, Numero extraordinario, 2022 / e-ISSN 2223-3741



Communication and Kinship

“communication” (koindnia). They are put in touch by means of ovyyévewr,
thus granting reality as a whole with inner cohesion.

Moreover, without an ontological homogeneity between the soul and
the intelligible, no prenatal acquaintance with the ideas would have ever been
possible for the disembodied soul; and were that prenatal “event” not to have
occurred, no knowledge at all would have been possible for the embodied soul.
In other words, this asymmetric ovyyévewn is the condition of possibility of the
prenatal vision of the Forms, which is in its turn the condition of possibility of
everyday knowledge*’. As a matter of fact, the cruciality of this theory would be
better appreciated if one considered the paralyzing potential inherent to Menon’s
paradox. The essential continuity between the soul and the intelligible can
be damaged (and it is damaged, when the soul is embodied), but it can never
be thoroughly erased. Thus, intellectual enquiry and noetic cognition always
turn out to be possible. And Menon’s paradox is neutralized once and for all*s.

Last but not least, along with a “dialogic communion” (13), also a
“dialogic kinship” can be found at work in the dialogues. In the Statesman
(257d1-258al), for example, we are explicitly told that only logoi can make real
syngeneia among people come to the fore: (T4) “And besides, Stranger, it seems
to me that they are both related to me after a fashion; one of them anyhow, as
you say, looks like me in his cast of countenance, and the other has the same
name and appellation, which implies some sort of kinship. Of course we ought
always to be eager to get acquainted with our relatives by debating with them
(Kat punv kwvdvvevetov, @ E€ve, dupw mobev épol ovyyéveloy EXELV TIVA. TOV HEéV
Ye 0OV DUEG KATA TV TOL TROCWTOL QULOLY OHoLoV Epol @aivecBal @ate, tov
MUV 1] KANOLS OHWVUHOG 000 Kol 1] TEO0ONOIS TTAQEXETAL TVa OlieldTNTA. DEL ON)
TOUG Y€ OUYYEVEIS 1JUAS del TEOOUHWS X AdywV avayvwile)* .

Actually, Socrates does not claim that for a “dialogic communion”
(koinonia) to take place something like a previous “kinship” among the
interlocutors is required. He only maintains that logoi represent the legitimate

*" On this complex theme, see Centrone, B., “L’anamnesi nel Fedone tra conoscere e sapere”, in:
Alesse, F., Aronadio, F., Dalfino, M.C., Simeoni, L., Spinelli, E. (eds.), Anthropine sophia. Studi di
filologia e storiografia filosofica in memoria di Gabriele Giannantoni, Naples: Bibliopolis, 2008a, pp.
105-118; Centrone, B., “Episteme, doxa e anamnesi nel Menone di Platone”, in: Palumbo, L. (ed.),
Adyov dwovat. La filosofia come esercizio del render ragione. Studi in onore di Giovanni Casertano,
Naples: Loffredo, 2011, pp. 383-394.

8 Aronadio, F., Procedure di verita in Platone (Menone, Cratilo, Repubblica), 2002, p. 239, n.
134. See also Ferrari, F., “Anamnesis e syngéneia: a proposito di Menone, 81c-d”, 2020, p. 132.
* The translation is taken from Fowler, H. N., Plato. The Statesman. Philebus. Ion, Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1975.
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means whereby an already existing, profound kinship among the discussants
can be shown. But in the dialogues, there are some traces of a form of syngeneia
that “horizontally” equates people, thus enabling them to intellectually (and
hence also dialectically) interact with one another. Each individual nous is
ovyyevrg, “akin”, to any other nous. Each of them belongs to the same “genre”
(genos): hence, all of them are closely “akin” (syngeneis). Thus, human beings
happen to be bound together in a fully natural way, by means of a “horizontal”
and “noetic” ovyyéveia. In other words, men are naturally “akin”, in as much
as they are all somehow “demonic”°.

I

Let’s now draw some brief conclusions. As I have sketched out above
in the abstract, Plato’s ontology seems to largely employ the couple koinénia/
syngeneia. But also, political communities intrinsically draw upon the complex
web of kinship-relationships that bring people together, that make them
koinoneisthai. What’s more, even Plato’s epistemology is somehow grounded on
“communication” and “kinship”. Actually, it is philosophy as a whole, in as much
as it entails the koinoneisthai among its adherents, that requires some form
of pre-existing syngeneia. In other words, Plato’s philosophy cannot but deal
with this fortunate couple precisely because it owes to them its very existence.
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